This study examined the impact of 3 2nd-year charter schools (1 elementary, 1 middle, and 1 high school) on student achievement, school climate, and pedagogy. All schools served predominantly African American students in an inner-city district. Using a matched treatment-control student analytical design, charter school enrollees were individually matched to highly comparable control students of the same ethnicity, poverty level, gender, and ability. Qualitative and descriptive analyses showed reasonable to good progress in program implementation, very strong school climate, positive teacher and parent perceptions, largely traditional but academically-focused teaching, and positive student achievement on state-mandated tests (p < .05 on 12 out of 18 school × cohort × subtest comparisons). Interpretations of results stress the likely implications of teacher and family choice for effective implementation of the charter schools' academic and organizational programs.
internal validity (Betts & Hill, 2006) . A possible option if sufficient numbers of students transfer in and out of charter schools is a "fixed effects" analysis. By comparing growth trajectories in both charter and regular schools (e.g., Ballou, Teasley, & Zeidner, 2006) , the fixed effects model offers the advantage of controlling for individual student variables. However, such models are weakened by essentially excluding the many students who continually attend charter schools or who never enter charters.
Another possible option, and the one best describing our mixed-methods research design, is the matched-samples design, in which charter school students are matched to students in regular public schools who are very similar in key characteristics (Betts & Hill, 2006; Hill, 2005) . One advantage is establishing highly similar comparison groups with regard to student ethnicity, gender, poverty, prior achievement, and traditional school previously attended. Further statistical controls can then be applied via covariate analyses. Another advantage is ease of interpretability for policymakers and practitioners who can more readily comprehend comparison outcomes for the two groups.
This research consists of mixed-methods (Chatterji, 2005; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) case studies of three charter schools-an elementary school, a middle school, and a high school-each in its second year of operation in a large urban district. One underlying assumption of our research design is that charter schools are not a unitary treatment but separate, potentially unique experiments in choice-based reform (Buckley & Schneider, 2005 ; Center for Education Reform, 2006) . A second assumption is in agreement with both the tenets of mixed-methods research in general and many charter school researchers in particular, supporting the importance of "looking inside the black box of schools to better understand the conditions under which [individual] schools of choice have, or do not have, effects on achievement" (Goldring & Cravens, 2006, p. 3) . As a foundation for this study, our preliminary research (Ross, McDonald, & McSparrin-Gallagher, 2005; Ross, McDonald, & Bol, 2004) revealed varied but mostly successful first-year implementation of curricular, instructional, and organizational goals, and directionally (though nonsignificant) positive achievement patterns when charter students were compared to matched traditional school counterparts.
Research questions addressed in this study concerned the impacts of three second-year inner-city charter schools on student achievement, school climate, stakeholder perceptions, and pedagogy. To address the student achievement question in the most powerful way possible, given the inability to randomly assign students to schools, we individually matched each charter school student to a demographically similar counterpart who attended the same grade in a traditional school serving the same geographic area. A slightly modified method was used for the elementary school, due to lack of pretest scores, which will be explained in the following. Along with student achievement, we also recognize the importance to educational change of successful program implementation, positive school climate, improved pedagogy, and teacher support (see Rowan et al., 2004) . Thus, additional research interests concerned the impacts of these factors as potential modulators and products of the charter school implementation.
METHOD Participants and School Contexts
Charter school participants were faculty, administrators, parents, and students at the three urban charter schools, which were established in [2003] [2004] . The schools were all new, as opposed to being conversion schools. For clarity and anonymity purposes, we refer henceforth to the three schools using the pseudonyms ELEM, MID, and HIGH. All three schools were part of a large urban school district serving over 100,000 students, of which 71% are disadvantaged and over 80% are African American.
ELEM specifically served 72 African American students (92% poverty) in Grades K-3. The school will eventually serve students in Grades K-5. ELEM's staff consisted of four teachers, with a teacher-student ratio of 1:18. Other staff members included a principal, a curriculum facilitator, a Title I coordinator, an administrative assistant, and three teacher assistants. The general focus at ELEM is literacy development, which its schoolwide program attempts to integrate across subject areas. A key school goal is to use a variety of teaching strategies to meet students' needs. Organizational structures include the systematic monitoring of grade-level planning, classroom teaching practices, and student progress. Support structures include the incorporation of feedback from the principal and the curriculum facilitator, modeling of effective practices, and the provision of regular professional development opportunities for all staff.
MID served 180 students (100% African American, 75% poverty) in Grades 6 and 7. The school will add an eighth grade for the 2005-2006 academic year. The school's faculty and staff consisted of 12 teachers (including one special education teacher), one principal, and one secretary. The teacher-student ratio was 1:20. The curriculum is a standards-based, interdisciplinary program that aims to incorporate projects and experiential learning centered on a health science theme. The goals established by the school for its second year of operation primarily focused on establishing structures that enable effective implementation and evaluation of the instructional program, productive communication among stakeholders, and a positive environment for teaching and learning.
HIGH served 251 seventh-and eighth-grade students, 98% of whom were African American (68% poverty). The school will eventually serve students in Grades 7-12. The school staff in 2004-2005 included 12 teachers, two support individu-CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES als, three administrators, and one employee having both administrative and support duties. The administration consisted of a principal, a vice principal, and an educational specialist. The school's goals include high student technology use, continuous monitoring of student progress, and an intense focus on core curricula (Math, Science, Language Arts) integrated across subjects. The curriculum emphasized preparation for higher education and careers in science and engineering.
Design
Multiple data sources for this study, to be described in more detail in a later section, included (a) the School Observation Measure (SOM; Ross, Smith, & Alberg, 1998) ; (b) the School Climate Inventory (SCI; Butler & Alberg, 1991) ; (c) the Charter School Teacher Questionnaire (CSTQ; McDonald & Ross, 2003) ; (d) teacher focus groups; (e) a principal interview; (f) an implementation benchmark review (Ross, McDonald, & Alberg, 2002) ; (g) a parent survey; (h) a student focus group; and (i) student-level Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores on the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program: Achievement Test (TCAP).
Given the different grade levels served and curricular objectives emphasized by the three charter schools, the results for each school were analyzed separately. Each analysis, excepting that for ELEM (see Results section), used a matched program-control design at the student level, whereby charter school students were individually matched with noncharter school students on all or most of seven criteria: (a) enrollment at the same school before attending the charter school, (b) grade level, (c) race, (d) gender, (e) free or reduced-price lunch status, and prior achievement (M's within +/-5.0 NCE points) on TCAP for (f) Reading/Language Arts (R/LA) and (g) Mathematics.
A small percentage of charter students were not able to be matched on all criteria. In those instances, matches were made on prior achievement, grade level, and race. Consequently, lunch status or gender differed for a small number of pairs. Similarly, when an appropriate match for a charter school student could not be found from his or her former school (2002-2003 or 2003-2004) , the closest match from one of the schools formerly attended by his or her present classmates was selected using all other criteria. Group equivalence on achievement variables at baseline was confirmed with one-way ANOVAs for each subject area within each school sample. Effect sizes were calculated on these preprogram achievement scores to confirm the similarities between charter and control student groups. Further details of the matching process for each school are included in the Results section.
Instrumentation and Measures
A summary of the instrumentation employed to address each research question is provided in Table 1 . Descriptions of each follow.
TCAP. TCAP is a criterion-referenced multiple-choice test administered each spring. The test is mandated by the State of Tennessee for assessing adequate yearly progress in the subjects of R/LA and Math in Grades 3-8, in compliance with NCLB policies. In the participating school district, TCAP is also administered in Grade 2 in all schools by district requirement, and in Grade 1 at the discretion of individual schools.
SCI. The SCI consists of seven dimensions logically and empirically linked with factors associated with effective school organizational climates (Butler & Alberg, 1991) . Each scale contains seven items, with 49 statements comprising the inventory. Responses are scored through use of Likert-type ratings ranging from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5 (strong agreement). Scale means can range from 1 to 5, with higher scores being more positive. Additional items solicit demographic information. Face validity of the school climate items and logical ordering of the items by scales were established by the research team during the development of the inventory (Butler & Alberg, 1991) . Subsequent analysis of responses collected through administration of the inventory in a variety of school sites substantiates validity of the items. Dimension descriptions and current internal reliability coefficients on the seven dimensions of the inventory, obtained using Cronbach's alpha, are as follows: order, the extent to which the environment is ordered and appropriate student behaviors are present (a = .84); leadership, the extent to which the administration provides instructional leadership (a = .83); environment, the extent to which positive learning environments exist (a = .81); involvement, the extent to which parents and the community are involved in the school (a = .76); instruction, the extent to which the instructional program is well developed and implemented (a = .75); expectations, the extent to which students are expected to learn and be responsible (a = .73); and collaboration, the extent to which the administration, faculty, and students cooperate and participate in problem solving (a = .74).
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SOM. The SOM was developed to determine the extent to which different common and alternative teaching practices are used throughout an entire school (Ross, Smith, & Alberg, 1998) . The standard, or whole-school, SOM procedure involves observers' visiting 10-12 randomly selected classrooms, for 15 min each, during a 3-hr visitation period. The observer examines classroom events and activities descriptively, not judgmentally. Notes are taken relative to the use or nonuse of 24 target strategies. At the conclusion of the 3-hr visit, the observer summarizes the frequency with which each of the strategies was observed across all classes on a data summary form. The frequency is recorded via a 5-point rubric that ranges from 0 (not observed) to 4 (extensively). Two global items are used to rate, respectively, the level of academically focused instructional time and the degree of student attention and interest.
The SOM strategies include traditional practices (e.g., direct instruction and independent seatwork) and alternative, predominately student-centered methods associated with educational reforms (e.g., cooperative learning, project-based learning, inquiry, discussion, technology use as a learning tool). The strategies were identified through surveys and discussions involving policy makers, researchers, administrators, and teachers, as those most useful in providing indicators of schools' instructional philosophies and implementations of commonly used reform designs (Ross, Smith, Alberg, & Lowther, 2004) .
To ensure the reliability of data, observers receive training, a manual providing definitions of terms, examples, and explanations of the strategies, and a description of procedures for completing the instrument. After receiving the manual and instruction in a group session, each observer participates in sufficient practice exercises to ensure that his/her data are comparable with those of experienced observers. In a reliability study (Lewis, Ross, & Alberg, 1999) , pairs of trained observers selected the identical overall response on the five-category rubric on 67% of the items and were within one category on 95% of the items. Further results establishing the reliability and validity of SOM are provided in the Lewis et al. (1999) report. In a reliability study using Generalizability Theory, Sterbinsky and Ross (2003) found reliability at the .74 level for 5 SOMs conducted at a school. Reliability increased to .82 with 8 SOMs and to .85 with 10 SOMs conducted at a school.
Rubric for Student-Centered Activities (RSCA). The RSCA was developed (Lowther, Ross, & Plants, 2000) as an extension to SOM, using comparable observer training preparation and certification. The RSCA is used by observers to more closely evaluate the degree of learner engagement in seven selected areas considered fundamental to the goals of increasing student-centered learning activities (cooperative learning, project-based learning, higher-level questioning, experiential/hands-on learning, student independent inquiry/research, student discussion, and students as producers of knowledge using technology).
Each item on the RSCA includes a two-part rating scale. The first is a four-point scale, with 1 indicating a very low level of application, and 4 representing a high level of application. The second is a yes-no option to the question: "Was technology used?" with space provided to write a brief description of the technology use. The RSCA was completed as part of SOM observation periods. In a reliability analysis, pairs of trained observers selected the identical overall response for 87% of the items. Slightly lower than 10% (8.0%) had a difference score of 1, 3.0% had a difference score of 2, 2.0% had a difference score of 3, and less than 1% (.3%) had a difference score of 4 (Sterbinsky, Ross, & Burke, 2004) .
CSTQ. This questionnaire, adapted from the Comprehensive Reform Teacher Questionnaire , was designed to assess teacher perceptions about the school in the areas of professional development, support, pedagogical change, and outcomes. Included on the questionnaire are 20 closed-ended items using a five-point Likert-type scale-with scores ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)-and the following four open-ended questions:
• What do you see as positive or most successful aspects of your charter school?
• What do you consider to be negative aspects or areas in need of improvement at your school?
• In your opinion, what makes a charter school (like this one) different from a regular public school?
• Any other comments you would like to make regarding your experiences as a charter school teacher?
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Charter School Parent Questionnaire. This instrument was designed to obtain parent perceptions of the school in areas such as instruction, curriculum, communication, and opportunities for involvement. Included on the questionnaire are 17 closed-ended items using a five-point Likert-type scale-with scores ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)-and the following four open-ended questions:
• What are the strengths of this school?
• What would you like to see improved at this school?
• Any other comments you would like to make about this school or charter schools in general?
Focus groups and interviews. To supplement the survey data, site researchers at each charter school conducted a principal interview, student focus groups, and a teacher focus group. The time period was approximately 30-60 min for each interview. Teacher and student participants were randomly selected to participate. A semistructured protocol, involving standard questions with flexibility for follow-up on selected responses, was used. In all three protocols the basic questions concerned experiences during the year, differences from regular (noncharter) schools, reactions to major school components (e.g., teaching methods, curriculum, parent involvement), perceived strengths and weaknesses, and recommendations for improvement.
Procedure
A site researcher was assigned data collection responsibility for each charter school. This individual and support research staff visited the assigned school several times during the year to conduct six SOM visits, administer the questionnaires, and conduct the interview and focus groups. In addition, the site researcher worked with the school leadership team to develop implementation benchmarks describing beginning, intermediate, and full implementation phases (labeled Phases I-III, respectively) and associated evidence for major school components in the areas of curriculum, instruction, and organization. Each school developed customized implementation goals that were tailored to their specific programmatic objectives. At the end of the year, the site researcher met again with the leadership team to determine and identify the phase (implementation progress) that had been achieved for each benchmark goal.
RESULTS
Because achievement tests differed by grade level, we conducted separate analyses for each grade, using Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) or Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) where prior achievement (pretest) scores were available, or ANOVA or MANOVA where there were no pretest scores. Effect sizes were calculated for both unadjusted and adjusted mean differences within each subject area within each school sample using Cohen's d. Qualitative analyses, guided by Miles and Huberman's (1994) analysis model, were performed on open-ended survey and interview responses. The procedure consisted of transcribing the responses, deriving codes, identifying themes, and revision and refinement based on member checking and interrater review. Triangulation across data sources and methods was used to validate the major findings. In the interests of brevity for this article, main findings from the quantitative and qualitative analyses of survey, interview, and observation data are summarized in the following by school. 2 Charter school outcomes on the SOM and SCI are summarized in Tables 2  and 3 , respectively.
ELEM SCHOOL Program Implementation Goals
Substantial progress had been made in the attainment of implementation benchmark goals at the conclusion of the school's second year of operation. Specifically, ELEM continued to extend its implementation to all grades of the Success for All Program in reading and math. The implementation of science and fine arts programs were in preliminary stages of development. Although progress in meeting instructional goals was noted, observational data indicated that diversity in instructional strategies could be improved. In the categories of organization, support, and evaluation, notable progress was apparent and all data sources indicated more advanced stages of goal implementation than in the first year of operation year (see Ross, McDonald, et al., 2004) .
Pedagogy
As shown in Table 2 , direct instruction was the most frequently observed instructional strategy at ELEM. In fact, the percentage of visits in which direct instruction CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES was frequently to extensively observed increased from 67% in the first year (Ross, McDonald, et al., 2004) to 83% in the second year. These percentages were higher than the national elementary school norms (Center for Research in Educational Policy [CREP], 2005) . In contrast, there was very limited usage of independent seatwork, another traditional strategy. With regard to student-centered teaching strategies, the percentage of time allotted to both cooperative learning and teacher coaching remained constant across years and higher than national norms across years. Based on RSCA outcomes, cooperative learning and higher level questioning were implemented with greater quality and intensity than in the first year. However, findings indicated very limited use of technology. In general, ELEM demonstrated moderate progress toward achieving its goal of varying instruction via greater usage of student-centered strategies.
School Climate
SCI means (see Table 3 ), along with focus group and open-ended survey responses, indicated that school climate was very positive at ELEM. The overall SCI mean rating was 4.59, with means for each dimension ranging from a low of 4.37 for environment to a high of 4.75 for leadership. Compared to the initial year, the mean ratings increased on six of the seven climate dimensions and all exceeded national elementary norms (CREP, 2005) , often substantially (median ES = +1.12). The qualitative data support the SCI results. Student responses specifically reflected a great deal of respect and caring among teachers and students, which appeared to facilitate classroom management. Some students described their prior schools as very punitive and appreciated the more positive approach to discipline in their new school. According to one student respondent, "I used to get paddled, but teachers here give us a second chance or give us the bad grade we deserve." Another student said, "Teachers at [ELEM] don't accuse us. They say, 'If you fall short, you can lift back up.'" Similarly, teachers in the focus group characterized the relationship among faculty and students as familial, describing a "great sense of family and belonging" realized in a small school setting. Teachers were especially laudatory about school leadership, collaboration, and the creativity associated with a flexible teaching and learning environment. For example, one teacher commented, "You have the opportunity to be creative. The teacher is really the educator. She has more control of determining when students are ready to move forward."
Teacher Attitudes
The responses from the CSTQ and teacher focus group were organized into four themes: program/mission, professional development, resources, and external support. ELEM teachers were unanimously positive about the school's program and CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES Note. Effects sizes are derived by subtracting the national norm mean for elementary schools or middle/high schools from the school dimension mean and dividing by the national norm standard deviation. mission and their professional development. The only suggestion was that new teacher orientation could be improved. One teacher noted, "Improvement in orientation could be enhanced. Since policies and procedure are different than the regular school setting, it is important to be sure that teachers know exactly what these differences are." Perceptions about the adequacy of resources were largely favorable. The only resource-related area perceived to be inadequate was the ability to serve children with special needs. Responses were mixed in reference to support received from the state and school district. Teachers unanimously agreed on the CSTQ, however, that parents were active partners with the school. In open-ended comments, teachers cited this involvement as "the most positive and successful aspect of our charter school." One teacher described their open-door policy with parents that promoted a "warm, family-centered environment for our students, parents, and faculty." Of note, several commented that most parents fulfilled and even exceeded the requirement of volunteering 20 hr of time to the school.
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Parent Reactions
Parent questionnaire data indicated continued satisfaction on nearly all indicators. The only item that received a low rating concerned the adequacy of transportation services. Open-ended comments were overwhelmingly positive, particularly regarding the principal's vision and leadership, as well as the teachers' high expectations and caring for their children as individuals. Parents further appreciated the low student-to-teacher ratio and the positive, nurturing school climate. The following quote from one parent illustrates the intensity of response that characterized many comments.
[ELEM] is a nurturing place; they make each and every family feel special. They are led by a woman with knowledge, wisdom, devotion, sincerity, and a genuine love for education, the parents, and the children. The staff is a reflection of her and what a lovely picture they make. They care and allow every child to shine no matter what.
Suggestions for improvement pertained primarily to resources such as physical education equipment, musical instruments, uniforms, technology, and more nutritious meals.
Student Achievement
ELEM students with test score data included 19 first graders, 16 second graders, and 16 third graders. All students were African American and qualified for free or reduced-price lunch. Because TCAP testing begins in Grade 2 in the school district (optional in Grade 1), it was not possible to establish a true matched-pair control group, as done for the other charter schools. Instead, we created a comparison group by randomly selecting students of like ethnicity and gender who qualified for free or reduced-price lunch from the same traditional schools that the third-grade ELEM students had attended (in 2002-2003) prior to their charter school enrollment. Due to the small sample sizes, we conducted separate ANOVAs within grades on the R/LA and Math posttest scores, using a conservative alpha of .025 (.05 divided by the 2 subject areas). Posttest means, standard deviations, and effect sizes are summarized in Table 4 . 
MID SCHOOL Program Implementation Goals
Notable progress toward full implementation of major program goals was recorded relative to the start-up year. Implementation benchmarks and indicators related to evaluation and assessment were in Phase III of development (full implementation). Across sources, the data indicated Phase II (intermediate) attainment of curriculum and instruction benchmarks. According to the responses from teachers and the principal, planning was still underway for adopting technology-based programs in math and science, as well as the increased utilization of interdisciplinary, project-based learning. Observed student-centered instruction was limited but still higher than the prior year. Implementation of goals directed at organization and support were either Phase II or approaching Phase III. Nearly all teachers indicated that they understood the school mission and were adequately involved in school decision making. Inhibiting factors were identified as lack of resources (staff, equipment) and low parent involvement. 
Pedagogy
The percentage of time devoted to direct instruction remained high in the second year and was somewhat higher than the secondary school norm (see Table 2 ). Student engagement in independent seatwork was also frequently observed but at a normative level. Although student-centered strategies (e.g., cooperative learning, higher-order learning, and technology as a learning tool) were used more frequently than in the first year, their application was still limited. In contrast, computer use for instructional delivery was observed at least occasionally during 50% of the observations, a level that exceeded national norms. Overall, the results suggest reliance on traditional pedagogy with slight movement toward supplementing direct instruction with alternative teaching strategies.
School Climate
The mean climate scores for MID were largely positive (see Table 3 ) and higher on each dimension than national norms. The highest mean rating was obtained for instruction and the lowest was for order; effect sizes relative to national norms were also lowest for order (+0.24) but highest for collaboration (+0.58). Specific areas of concern were student tardiness and absences, and perceived lack of support from parents. Several climate strengths emerged from the interview and open-ended responses to questionnaire items. One strength was the principal's efforts to create ownership of the school by staff and students. The principal noted that, "Creating ownership is very important. I try to get my teachers what they want and need to do their jobs." The theme was echoed by the teachers themselves who talked about "taking ownership of the school" as well as the "willingness/commitment of teachers to implement the [educational] program." A second strength was a commitment to student success and improvement over time. One teacher wrote, "The students are given every avenue to attain and retain the material and information for standardized assessments and life skills." A third area of strength was the family atmosphere within the school, which was described by teachers as welcoming, warm, and inviting. Students were mostly positive about the school, noting the high expectations set by their teachers and principal. An exemplary comment was, "The teachers and principal are strict. They push us to do what we're supposed to do."
Teacher Attitudes
Results reflected overwhelming teacher support for the school's mission, educational programs, and perceived positive student outcomes. Professional development was viewed as adequate but less so than in the first year of implementation. According to the teachers, the principal was the primary source of professional de-CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES velopment this year, and more was needed from different sources.
Teacher ratings and open-ended comments further indicated, more strongly than in the first year of operation, the need for increased resources for planning time, educational materials, technology, and serving special education students. Perceptions of support received from local and state educational agencies, external partners, and parents were noticeably less favorable when compared to last year. During focus groups, the teachers noted a lack of support from the local district, which appeared to be waiting to see if MID would sink or swim.
Parent Reactions
Consistently high ratings on nearly all questionnaire items indicated strong parent satisfaction at MID. However, only half of the parents agreed that transportation services were adequate. Open-ended comments about the school's strengths cited the academically challenging curriculum, the small student-to-teacher ratio, high expectations for student learning, principal leadership, and teacher quality. The following parent quote captures many of these strengths.
The curriculum is diverse. The teaching style is not mechanical. If a child is having trouble in a particular area, that child is not left behind to figure the subject out for himself. Every effort is made to ensure that each child has an opportunity to master a subject. Preventative measures are taken initially when a student is having problems, not at TCAP time nor at the end of the year.
The most frequently expressed dissatisfaction was the need for a new school building that would provide more space for physical education, sports, science labs, and performing arts. Parents also thought that communication, discipline, and attitudes of some teachers could be improved.
Despite the generally high parent satisfaction, questionnaire results revealed a sharp decline in agreement from the first year (from 86% to 36%) that parents are active participants in the school. Corroborating this perception, parent involvement was never observed in or within the vicinity of the visited classrooms during SOM observations. In the open-ended questionnaire items, a teacher wrote that "the participation of parents assisting with the academics, discipline, and growth of every child" was needed.
Student Achievement
In MID's first year of operation, 70 matched, sixth-grade charter-control student pairs were established. In the second year, 6 charter students moved out of the school district, 10 transferred to another school, 5 had missing achievement data for [2004] [2005] , and 7 lost their control school matches as a result of the latter fail-ing a grade. The remaining longitudinal sample for the Year 2 seventh-grade analysis thus consisted of 42 matched pairs from Year 1. In addition, 30 new seventh graders enrolled in MID in Year 2 and were matched to control school counterparts. Of these, 15 pairs differed only on precharter school location. For the sixth-grade analysis, all 78 new enrollees were matched to comparison school counterparts. Of these, 40 pairs differed on precharter school location only. For the analysis of program effects on posttest scores, a MANCOVA was performed, separately by cohort, on achievement scores (see Table 4 ). In all three grade-level posttest analyses, as described in the following, both the R/LA and Math pretest covariates were highly significant (all ps < .001).
Pretest outcomes. To ensure comparability of MID and control group cohorts, pretest NCE scores in R/LA and Math analyzed for each grade-level cohort. The two groups performed nearly identically on all tests, with all outcomes nonsignificant and effect sizes approximating zero. Both groups scored below the national norm of 50, with the mean NCEs ranging from the high 30s to low 40s.
Posttest outcomes for 6th-grade new students. The multivariate effect of program was significant, F(2,151) = 31.32, p < .001. Follow-up univariate ANCOVAs revealed significant and strong program effects for both R/LA, F(1,152) = 52.31, p <.001, ES adj = +0.80, and Math, F(1,152) = 30.64, p < .001, ES adj = +0.58.
Posttest outcomes for 7th-grade new students. The multivariate effect of program was significant, F(2,55) = 7.20, p < .001. Univariate ANCOVAs revealed significant and strong effects for both R/LA, F(1,56) = 7.16, p = .01, ES adj = +0.50, and Math, F(1,56) = 13.20, p = .001, ES adj = +0.60.
Posttest outcomes for 7th-grade 2nd-year students.
The multivariate effect of program was significant, F(2,79) = 16.98, p < .001. Univariate ANCOVAs were significant for both R/LA, F(1,80) = 33.97, p < .001, ES adj = +0.78, and Math, F(1,80) = 9.16, p = .003, ES adj = +0.38, favoring MID students.
TCAP proficiency levels. A supplementary analysis was performed to examine the percentages of MID and control students who scored at Below Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced levels on TCAP, as computed by the state for NCLB accountability. Two-way chi square (program × proficiency level) analyses, all favoring MID, were significant for the 7th grade 2nd-year students in R/LA only, and 6th-grade new students in both R/LA and Math. Higher percentages of MID than control students tended to score at the Proficient and Advanced levels.
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HIGH SCHOOL Program Implementation Goals
The school leadership team judged most benchmark goals to be in Phase II (intermediate level of implementation). Although observations supported progress toward the goal of increasing student-centered activities, implementation was intermittent and occurred at rates lower than national norms. In contrast, technology use did increase to higher than average levels. Implementation of curriculum goals remained in early (Phase I) stages with regard to integration of subject areas, the elimination of remedial classes, and augmentation of textbooks in classroom instruction. Also at a beginning stage was ensuring adequacy of resources available for faculty and staff, professional development, and in particular, resources for serving special education students.
Pedagogy
Use of the traditional practices of direct instruction and seatwork remained high but consistent with norms for secondary schools. In accord with school goals, technology usage and higher order instructional feedback and questioning were all higher compared to the initial year of operation and national norms. Student-centered instruction, as evidenced by teacher coaching, project-based learning, experiential learning, and independent inquiry, although more frequent than in the first year of operation, were observed only rarely or occasionally and at lower rates than national norms. In general, the school maintained its reliance on traditional lecture and seatwork, while showing progress toward the goal of integrating technology usage with classroom learning.
School Climate
Suggestive of positive school climate, the overall SCI mean rating was a 4.15 on the 5-point scale compared to the national overall norm of 3.72 (see Table 3 ). In fact, the mean on only one climate dimension, order, fell below 4.00. All comparisons to national secondary school norms were positive, with ES ranging from +0.42 (leadership) to +1.17 (expectations). The latter outcome strongly reflected the school's core philosophy that it could prepare students to succeed in science and engineering careers, even though 2/3 of the students were economically disadvantaged and at-risk. Nonetheless, the dimension means were consistently lower than those obtained in the previous year. This decline was particularly apparent for the order dimension (from 4.70 to 3.68). The expansion of the school in terms of student enrollment (from 147 to 252) and grade levels served may have influenced 290 these results. Student discipline and enforcement of rules for misbehavior appeared to comprise a primary problem.
The principal described the slight decline in climate as due to "realistic optimism" replacing last year's "total optimism." He explained that although teachers see "the bumps in road," they remain strongly committed to the school's program and potential. High expectations were a dominant theme that emerged from the teacher interview data. As one teacher put it, "Here everyone is accountable. Everyone gets continual feedback, is expected to get results, and works collaboratively to address weaknesses." The teachers expressed respect for the principal, viewing him as a mentor who is supportive and understands their needs. Discipline was described as difficult and students were said to be "quite smart at breaking the rules."
High expectations were also a major theme in student responses. The students talked about the hard work and long hours but tempered their comments with recognition that teachers cared and wanted them to succeed. For example, one said, "Teachers are different here. Here they care and you must be respectful."
Teacher Attitudes
Teachers clearly supported the mission and educational program of HIGH. Satisfaction with the adequacy of professional development, however, showed some decline from the first year. More specifically, one teacher identified "a lack of ongoing professional development necessary to insure that student tasks are standards-based and adhere to the curriculum." Other open-ended comments identified lack of personal time as a result of the long school hours as a primary drawback. The following quote underscores the time commitment required: "You can talk about long hours and responsibility but until you are here and experience it, you really do not know what it is like. It is not for everyone. You have to be very dedicated … you have to love the students."
Positive perceptions were indicated in the areas of planning time, educational materials, and technology. In contrast, low levels of agreement were expressed for having a sufficient number of faculty and staff and adequately addressing requirements of special needs students. Open-ended responses revealed that there was no specialist to work with special needs children and teacher turnover had been problematic because the number of staff was so small. According to the teachers, "those who left really did not buy into the mission and vision of [HIGH] ." Support from parents and external partners was considered by the teachers and principal to be stronger than the support received from state and local education agencies.
Parent Reactions
Parents were highly satisfied with the school's educational program, but also complimentary of the school leadership, safety, discipline, and the respectful and CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES welcoming way in which they were treated. Due perhaps to the increase in school size, there was some decline in the percentages of parents who agreed that they were regularly informed about their child's progress and that teachers were readily available. For example, one parent wrote that "the communication between home and school needs to be greatly improved. That area has worsened this year.
" In other open-ended responses, most parents cited the challenging curriculum, high expectations, leadership, and teachers as strengths of the school. The following quote incorporates these themes: "The strengths of [HIGH] are quality instructors and instruction. The challenging curriculum. The tireless efforts of the principal. The desire of the staff to see real student achievement."
Evidence from other sources suggests moderate rates of parental involvement that exceeded normal levels for high schools. The relatively frequent parental involvement likely is attributable in part to parents' contract agreement to donate hours to HIGH. Interestingly, although nearly 3/4 (70%) of teachers agreed that parents were active partners with the school; this figure represents a decline from almost 90% agreement in the previous year.
Student Achievement
In its second year of operation, HIGH enrolled 124 students in Grade 7 and 91 students in Grade 8. In Year 1, 134 matched seventh-grade charter-control student pairs were established. Of these, 11 moved out of the school district, 17 transferred to another location, 5 were eliminated as a result of their matched control counterparts being retained, and 2 were eliminated as a result of their being retained. The remaining eighth-grade longitudinal sample for Year 2 thus consisted of 99 matched pairs from Year 1. In addition, 25 new eighth graders enrolled and were matched to control-school counterparts. Only one pair differed on pretest school enrollment. For the seventh-grade analysis, all 91 new enrollees were matched to control-school counterparts. Of these, 32 pairs differed on pretest school location. Posttest means, standard deviations, and effect sizes are summarized in Table 4 . In all posttest MANCOVA analyses (see summary in Table 4 ), both the R/LA and Math pretest covariates were highly significant (all ps < .001).
Pretest outcomes. In all pretest analyses, HIGH and control students performed nearly identically on both tests, with all effect sizes approximating zero and all ANOVA outcomes nonsignificant. Both eighth-grade cohorts, but particularly the second-year enrollees, scored above the national norm of 50 in RL/A and Math, with the mean NCEs ranging from 51.92 to 60.31. The seventh-grade cohorts, however, scored slightly below the national norm.
Posttest outcomes for 7th-grade new students. TCAP proficiency levels. Chi-square analyses of the percentages of HIGH and control students who scored at below proficient, proficient, and advanced levels on the TCAP subtests were significant (p < .05) for the eighth-grade 2nd-year students in Math only, and for the seventh-grade new students in R/LA only. Higher percentages of the HIGH than control students scored proficient or advanced on these tests.
DISCUSSION
In interpreting the second-year educational outcomes for the charter schools examined, it is important to recognize that all three demonstrated tangible progress but also individual challenges in implementing their curricular, instructional, and administrative programs. ELEM, in adopting the Success for All model as its major schoolwide framework, appeared to demonstrate the greatest advancement in most areas, particularly curriculum and instruction. Obtaining and allocating resources to meet programmatic needs was less successful at MID and HIGH, but also emerged as an intrinsic problem of the charter schools' separation from a larger district. Also challenging were efforts to shift pedagogy as desired from teacher-to student-centered approaches. Notably, teacher attitudes and school climate were positive at all three schools, with overall climate means exceeding national norms by 0.44 (MID) to 1.20 (ELEM) standard deviations. Relative to the start-up year, slight decreases in climate, seemingly most associated with discipline and behavior problems, occurred at both MID and HIGH, whereas noticeable increases in positive climate occurred at ELEM. The most salient teacher concerns at the three schools regarded needs for more resources and staffing, and perceived lack of dis-CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES trict support. Parent satisfaction appeared quite high at all three schools, although actual involvement varied between schools.
Design Considerations
Compared to prior research (Braun et al., 2006; Bulkley & Fisher, 2002; Greene, Forster, & Winters, 2003; Nelson et al., 2004) , this quasiexperimental design reduced the potential for sampling bias by individually matching each charter student to a highly comparable control student. Based on the results obtained, students attending these charter schools were generally performing higher than their peers who remained in traditional schools. Why these schools are demonstrating early success in raising student achievement is a matter of considerable interest to both educational researchers and policymakers. A possible explanation, which cannot be proven or refuted from our data, is that the charter schools attracted more effective teachers and more involved families than did the traditional district schools (see Berends et al., 2006; Betts & Hill, 2006; Goldring & Cravens, 2006) . Such factors are intrinsic to choice contexts and arguably a core attribute of the charter school treatment. That is, even if it were possible to randomly assign teachers to charter schools from some larger district pool, one might question to what degree an essential element of charterness (to coin a word) would be missing from that approach. In each of the three schools, teachers applied for position openings and were selected largely based on their interest in the particular school's academic theme, leadership, and administrative structure.
Similarly, when a charter school attracts so many student applicants as to require a lottery, possibilities for their random assignment to charter and traditional schools, and thus usage of a randomized experimental design, become possible (Goldring & Cravens, 2006) . In this context, as for many other charter schools nationally, student applications met or barely exceeded available space, thus requiring active recruitment efforts on the part of school leaders and community members. As a result, a randomized design was not possible. Still, in the absence of random or clearly representative sampling, teacher and student selectivity must be considered as potential contributing factors to overall charter school effects.
Counter to the intrinsic advantages afforded by these factors, other conditions operated to limit the three charter schools' potential to demonstrate positive effects on student achievement. One obvious factor is the insensitivity of high-stakes state accountability systems, such as TCAP, for evaluating school effectiveness (Linn, in press; Raudenbush, 2004) . Had supplementary, performance-based measures of achievement been available, greater insight into school impacts on varied and more complex types of learning (e.g., problem-solving, higher-order reasoning, writing skill) could have been obtained.
Second, regardless of how achievement is assessed, school change typically takes several years to manifest itself in observable effects (Fullan, 2000; Sizer, 1992; Tyack & Cuban, 1995) . Notably, conditions in all three charter schools fostered rapid establishment of positive school climate and receptivity to implementing new programs. This pattern contrasts with that frequently depicted by studies of whole-school reform, in which lack of teacher support impeded or, worse, created active resistance to change (Datnow, Hubbard, & Mehan, 2002; Desimone, 2002 , Vernez, Karam, Mariano, & DeMartini, 2006 .
Third, research on school transitions performed specifically with the TCAP system (Sanders & Horn, 1995a , 1995b and in other K-12 contexts (see Larson, Moneta, Richards, & Wilson, 2002) , has shown decreases in student achievement associated with changing schools. In this regard, the entire charter school sample (and the MID matched-control students) changed schools from 2002-2003 to 2003-2004 , whereas only 14% of the ELEM and 54% of the HIGH control students changed schools.
Impacts on School Climate, Pedagogy, and Teachers
With regard to variables related to school interventions, student achievement outcomes seem likely to be linked most directly to the quality of teaching and learning (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997) . Unfortunately, as cogently demonstrated in the extensive literature on CSR, teaching practices tend to be highly resistant to change (Borman et al., 2004; Datnow et al., 2002; Desimone, 2002) and do not become more effective simply because a new program or reform model has been adopted (Vernez et al., 2006) . However, where school climate is positive, as reflected in collaboration between faculty, high expectations for student success, effective order and discipline, and enthusiasm for positive change, the implementation of reforms occurs more quickly and effectively (Bobbett, Ellett, Teddlie, Olivier, & Ruggett, 2002; Bryk & Schneider, 2002) . In the process, professional development experiences and new curricula are more likely to impact teaching quality and, in turn, improve achievement (Desimone, 2002; Ross, McDonald, Alberg, & McSparrin-Gallagher, in press) .
Although positive school climate was established rather quickly at the charter schools, seemingly as a function of strong teacher buy-in and principal leadership, the schools' implementation of their academic, organizational, and professional development programs were comparably slower to progress but still positive overall. Most resistant to change, predictably, were teaching methods, which at all three schools emphasized traditional lecture and teacher-directed seatwork. Held to the same NCLB accountability standards as their regular-school counterparts, the charter school teachers likely felt pressure to seek control and efficiency in covering the broad state curricula required for TCAP. Even so, their observed levels of academically focused instructional time and student engagement typically exceeded national norms.
CHARTER SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES Berends et al. (2006) presented a parallel framework that interprets charter school success as depending on the individual school's degree of "capacitybuilding" for promoting effective teaching and learning. Drawing from the work of Goldring and Cravens (2006) , they identified six organizational properties (pp. 14-15; identified in the following section byitalics) as indicators of such potential. As described here, these properties also receive direct support from our findings.
• Shared mission and goals that establish educational priorities and academic activities. In this study, intermediate to advanced implementation progress was demonstrated by ELEM on all implementation benchmark categories, and by MID and HIGH on most categories except external support. At all three schools, teacher reactions to the school program and mission were highly positive in focus groups and on the CSTQ.
• Principal leadership. Focus group and survey data from teachers and parents indicated clearly positive perceptions of principals at all three schools. In particular, means on the leadership dimension of the SCI approached the ceiling level at ELEM and HIGH, and slightly exceeded national norms at MID (see Table 3 ).
• Expectations for instruction and focus on achievement. SCI results revealed positive teacher reactions on the expectations dimension, with strong effect sizes relative to national norms for ELEM (ES = +1.12), MID (ES = +0.73), and HIGH (ES = +1.17). Similarly, on the instruction dimension, the respective effect sizes were +0.98, +0.54, and +0.73. Increasing instructional time via extending the school day or yearly calendar was also a core program feature at all three schools. However, the charter schools, particularly MID, were less successful in achieving stated goals of increasing active and meaningful learning through student-centered teaching strategies.
• Expert teachers supported by coherent, consistent professional development.
Although judging teaching expertise was beyond the scope of our study, SOM observations across the three schools identified instruction that, although mostly traditional and teacher-centered, tended to be above-average in usage of academically-focused time and promoting student engagement. Synthesis of teacher responses on CSTQ Likert-type and open-ended responses suggested that professional development support was perceived to be strong at ELEM and at least adequate, though less positive, at MID and HIGH.
• Professional community of teachers. Without question, collegiality and professional community were evident at the schools. As described, key factors appear to have been strong principal leadership and hiring of teachers who specifically wanted to work at those schools. Revealingly, school means on the collaboration dimension of the SCI exceeded national norms by strong effect sizes of +1.23 (ELEM), +0.58 (MID), and +0.71 (HIGH).
